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Chapter I 
INTRODUCTIOU 
Th1s thesis will deal with alternative methoda Qf reduc-
1ng oogn1t1ve dissonance. Primarily, the coneern w1ll be 
with the relationship .between personal1ty oharaoter1st1cs and 
methods of reduot1on •. ~ho question of personality related 
prefer?!nces for d1ssona.noe reduction may be otud1ad by com-
paring individuals With s1n1lar personal1ty oharacter1ot1cs~ 
The major advooata or d1asonanoe theory 1s Leon Feat1nger. 
His ·book, publ1shed.1n 195?, so·t:i forth the major tanets of the 
theory-. Dissonance can ~e considered ns secon~ thou~)1ts, re-
grets, doubts and even anxiety. For example. 1n purohas1ng an 
expensive oar you had.to make a difficult choice. After you 
made the purehasa, you began to wonder 1f you really Int>··,: a 
wise deo1s1on. This feeling is called d1ssorull1oe. The next 
step 1s to reduce it or o11m1nata 1t. Aocord1ng to Fest1nger. 
dissonance occura.when oogn1t1ons that a person ma1nta1ns 
oppose oogn1t1ons that are held by others. When this occurs, 
dissonance will result; and the 1nd1v1dual will be motivated 
to rGduoe 1t. Cognitions are said to be beliefs, attitudes or 
opinions about various subjects and s1tuat1ons, 
At th1a point, 1 t 1s 1mportt\nt to ma.lee a d1st111ct1on 
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between 41ssonanoe and contllct. Contllot oooura ln a pre-
4eo1e1on e1tuat1on where, tor example, two attractive alter-
riatlves uy be involved. Atter having re~ected one alter-
nat1 ve ln favor ot the other, an 1nd1 vidual is no longer ln 
oontllct. nte deo1a1on haa been made. But onoe he 1• commit-
ted. these doubts about the dec1a1on become dissonant Pl"O• 
ductng taotore. In short, oont11ot oooura botore the decision, 
41saonance after the deo1s1on. 
What are soae of the WflJ"S to reduce d1asonanoe. Festinger 
atatee three basic methods of reduot1on wblch beooae eprlns• 
boards tor 1118J17 bJpotheses. Plrst, 41seonance 1181' be reduced 
b:r chaQs1ng one or more ot the el~.naenta involved 1n the dis-
sonant relat1ons. That 1a. the behavior 1a actuallJ changed 
so ~hat 1U ls ooneonant with the elements producing dlssonanoe. 
Ir you are a S11oker and 7ou tlnd 1ntormat1on atat1ns that there 
le a relat1onsh1p between smoking and cancer. then dlssonance 
la ea14 to be aroused bJ' the 1ntormat1on regard1ng cancer. so 
J'OU qult emok1ng. 
second, dissonance lll87 be reduced by adding new cogn1t1ve 
elements that are consonant with alreadJ' ex1et1ng cognitions. 
What this means ls that a person who 1a expar1eno1ng dissonance 
seeks 1ntormat1on or approval ot some kind that will detend bls 
ex1stt.ns oosnJ.t1on. 
1.'hlrd, dlssonanoe wq be reduced b7 decreasing the 1aport-
anoe or the elements involved 1n the dissonant relations. A 
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smoker who reads an article purport1ns to show a relat1onsh1p 
between lung cancer and smoking IJl8.7 reduce dissonance by say-
ing that this 1ntormat1on does not apply to h1m because he 1s 
a l.lght suker. 
Up to this point, most or the dlscusa1on has been per-
taining to dec1s1ona and their result1ns dissonance. But dis• 
sonanoe also perta1na to att1tudea, 'bel1ets and op1n1ons that 
1nd.1v1duals or groups maintain. Dissonance can ooour just as 
eas11J' between two opposing beliefs as it can between two alter-
natives 1nvolved in a decision. 
Chapter IX 
IDWIEw OP APPLICABLE: RRSEARCU 
Steiner and aosors (196)) suggest that tchen people have 
rreedoa to uso any ot sovo:ral m~ana or reduc1ng dissonance, 
d1tterent subJeota emphaa1zo dlttorent mean.a. Subjects tend 
not to use all available responses to an equal degree. In-
stead, the7 &mpbaslse the uae ot some responses and aln1m1ze 
the use or others. They suggest that 1nd1?1duals1 responses 
to dlsaonanoe are governed bJ 0 hab1t taaJ.17 h1eraroh1es" vh1oh 
have been learned throush earlier exper1ence with dlsaonanoe. 
These learned h1erarohles or respc>nseu V&"1:7 aa th& 1nd1v14ual 
encounten rad1call.J' 41tterent types or dlaaonant a1tuat1ons. 
Stelner and Ros•~• auggest 1t would be d1tt1oul.t ror the 1n-
41v1dual to attempt to 41sorlm1nate between ev&J:7 pa1r or s1tua-
t1ona he enoounters or to emplo7 dlasonance reduolng responses 
1n a purel.7 random tashlon. Consequon.tl.7. 1t seems reasonable 
to assume that 1nd1vl4uala learn response h1e>:-aroh1os whlcb are 
a.pplled 1n broad classes or s1tuat1on.e. Tb1s lmpl1ea that one 
t7pe or method ot reducing d1saonanoo le used 1n DlanJ 41tt&rent 
e1tuat1ona. The problem, tberetore, 1• to obaerve subjects 
over a number or sltuatlona that allow the tree use ot alter-
natlvee to reduce dissonance. onoe the 1nd1v14uals have res• 
ponded to varied dissonance producing s1tuat1on.s. 1t may be 
poealble to determine wh1oh alternatives are the most important 
s 
to the 1nd.1v1dual.s. 
Perv1n and Yatko (1965) also tound that the subjects ap-
peared to be selective in the methods they used to reduce d1s• 
sonanoe. However, they $U:ggdat that personality preferences 
tor methods or dissonance reduction are directly related to 
~s1tua.t1onal constraints." What this means is that the 
particular s1tuat1nn produo1ng d1esonanoe w111 have a great 
effect on the eho1oe made to reduoe dissonance. One factor ls 
the ease with wh1ch a new cognition or belier can be titted 
1nto the existing structure or oo!nltions. The more similar 
the cognitions, tho easier 1t is to aooept them and reduce d1s-
eon.ance. Another factor 1s the ease with which one me.1 hold a 
cognition wh1ch differs rrom the cognition maintained by others. 
It is ntUOh easier to hold a cognition baaed on opinion. wh1oh 
opposes oogn1t1ons ma1nta1ned b1 others. than 1t 1s to hold a 
cogn1t1on based on tact. Perv1n and Yatko found that 1n the 
area ot tact the smokers tended to agree with the nonsmokers. 
However, in the area ot opinion 1t became more acceptable to 
hold oogn1t1ons wh1eh were not shared by others. Perv1n and 
Yatko suggest that, where situational taotors do not place con-
straints upon the choice or method. personality factors will 
determine the method used to reduce d1ssonanae. 
N. T. Feather (1962. l96J) has suggested that 1nd1v1duals, 
when exposed to 1nformat1on dissonant With their held opinions. 
:reduce dissonance through the evaluation of the 1ntormat1on1 
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and that their aens1t1v1ty to dissonant producing information 
ia contrary to the pred1ot1on proposed by dissonance theor7• 
He tound regular smokers to be more interested 1n information 
about the relat1onsh1p between cigarette smoking and lung ean-
ee,r than were nonsmnkA~s. Th1s contrad1ots pred1ot1ons pre-
sented by d1~sonanoe theol'J'• However, the evaluation of the 
lnt"ormat1on showed that smokers found the relationsh1p to be 
less oonv1no1ng than nonsmokers. Th1a sUggests that the test 
items chosen to produce dissonance should be geared to the 
evaluatlon or the dissonant eogn1t1on. 
7 
Chapter III 
DESIGN 
This research was dealgned to investigate dissonance re-
duotion in cigarette smokers because the production or dis• 
sons.nee, def1ned as the result or one oo,~1t1on being opposed 
by another, ls relatively easy. Ths evidence mu1nta1n1ng a 
relationship between lung eanoer and olgarette smoking clearly 
opposes the faet that millions or people smoke. Smoking is 
known to be detrimental to health: yet millions or people oon-
t1nue to smoke. Cognitive dissonance attempts to g1ve ex-
plena.ttons for this apparent contra.d1ct1on. Thus, dissonance. 
defined 1n the previous operational def1n1t1on, was easy to 
construct. Moreover, the problem of obtaining subjects was at 
a minim.um s111ce so 11UUl3' people smoke. 
STATEMENT OF PROBLEM UNO;"!R I'NVESTIGATI0!-11 The 1nvest1ga-
t1on was undertaken to dete::rmlne if smokers and nonsmokers with 
d1fforent soo1al outlooks ut111zed a method or dissonanoe re-
duction more than other methods available to them. Thta 1s. 
1s there a h1erarchf or responses des1gned to reduce dissonance 
1n varied s1tuat1ons? Moreover, the 1nvest1gat1on was also 
undertaken to determ1.ne 1f the groups differed with rospect to 
tho1r evaluation of dissonent producing statements. 
SELECTION OF SUBJECT.Si Subjects were chosen with respect 
to two or1ter1a: (l) Are you a smoker or nonsmoker? Tentative 
8 
subjects ware g1ven a quest1onna1re to fill out that yielded 
1ntormat1on relat1ve to the smokln;~ aot. The questionnaire 
asked suob th1ngs as how lDJlnY cigarettes a day do you smoke, 
what brand, how lon:; have you been smoking and why d1d you 
start smoking, Moreover, there were some neutral quest1ons 
asked so that the subject was led to believe he wa.s answering 
1tema on the use or different products. In this oaao. ques• 
ttons were asked dealing With ohewlng gum, shaving products, 
colognes and candy. The questions perta1n1ng to eaoh product 
were s1m11ar to those asked with respeot to cigarettes. A 
copy Of thB questtonna1re ls attached as Appendix A. 
(2) Each subjeot was adm1n1sterod one-half of the Gu11-
tord-Z1mmerman Temperament Survey. Only half the test was 
g1ven to save time and allow both the qu~st1onna.1.re and the 
survey to be given s1mult~neously. Final subjeots were selec-
ted on the basis of the number of statements answered tor the 
trait of soc1ab111ty. Bubjeots were assigned to their res-
pective groups depending upon how high or low their total 
scores were. Those people obta1n1ng scores in the top 25% 
(or a raw score above 23) ot the group were considered to be 
high scorers and those 1n the bottom 25% (or a raw score be-
low 13.S) were considered low scorers. This yielded a total 
or t"our groupst 
A. smokers With b1gh soo1al eaoress 
B. smokers with low eoo1al scores, 
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c. nonsmokers with high social sooress and 
D. nonsmokers with low soo1al scores. 
Attar testing 1)2 •en, 60 subjects were obtained, r1r-
teen 1n each group. 
EXPLAHATIO~l roa SHL~~CTING 'l'l!E DIH:!:N'SION 011' SOCIABILITY' 
1 · 1 n ....... r 
Cigarette smokins has social attributes. In faot, cigarette 
smoking could almost be olass1f1od as a typB of social role 
wh1oh many young men and women feel they should play. Lawton 
(1962) roux1d that the 1n1t1at1on of smoking was seen as largely 
a soc1al and p1scholog1ca.l phenomenon which was mediated by 
such faotora as curiosity. imitation, 1dent1f1cat1on and status 
atr1v1ng. on th1s basis. it was assumed that lligb and low 
scores on the Guiltord-Zimraerman tor the soo1ab1l1 t.v dimension 
might reflect some tendency to peroe1ve differently the role 
of o1garette smoking. 
ESTJ\3LISHJ;i~G RESPONSE UIEll.ARCHIEBa In order to determine 
if the groups had response h1erarch1es 1t was necessary to ob-
serve the subJeots over LUUlJ' aituat1ona. Since it was im-
possible to observe each subject responding 1n ma.ny actual. 
s1tuat1ons. 1t was necessary to fabricate the situations. This 
was done by presenting all groups with ten illustrations of 
s1tuat1ons aasum.ed to produce dissonance. The illustrations 
consisted of six cigarette smoking s1tuat1ona and tour non-
smoking situations. .C:aoh illustration had verbal statements 
e:xpress1ng the three basic methods of d1ssonance reduction. 
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The subject was asked to choose the appropriate statement. 
There was a1so a space provided on eaoh illustration for the 
subject to express his own feelings toward the situation. 
There was no correct ans•ter for B.ll1 one illustration. 
l:.!XPLAff:Vl'!OiI POH '.i.?HB U;JB OF 'l'Illi ILLUS'.r.rlA'£IOU..J a The 11-
--- :.:; .,. .. " 
luatrat1-ons provided d1rterent dissonant p1•oduo111s s1 tuatioiw. 
Each aubjeot was free to interpret the p1otura a.a he n1shod. 
thoreby reducing the situational constra111ts. I1wtoRd or be-
ing foroed by the actual situation to restrict his response, 
the subject could exercise freedom 1n choosing the response 
appropriate to h1s reel1n~s. ln ahort, the subject was able 
to projeot his personality and feelings 1nto tho illustration. 
All subjecta received the .aana illustrations. A copy of th<~ 
1lluatrat1ons 1s attached as Append1:= F. 
Before the illustrations were presented to the sub.,,(.;.ct, 
18 Judges we1~ asked to classify each verbal statement with 
raspeot to 1 ts agreement w1 th the corl.•es:pond1ug method or dis-
sonance reduct1on. A co1>Y or thei instructions and def'ini t1ons 
of the basic Jnfjthods of dissonance reduction ls attached as 
Appendix n. 
Moreover. afte1• the illustrations were presented to the 
subjects, six judges cla.ss1f1ed the open-ended statem.ento made 
by those subJects who f ouiid none of the three verbal statements 
personally adaquat~. Again. these olass1f ications ~:ere to cor-
respond with the methods of dissonance reduction. 
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TEST STATEMENTSs The test statements were purely verbal 
1n nature and were designed to measure the reduction or dis-
sonance. The content or the statements dealt with facts and 
opinions concerning the effects of smoking. Subjeots were 
told that some or the statements were true and others talse. 
Each statement was formulated so that the subjects could 
evaluate the credibility of the statements. Their evaluations 
took the form ot ratings on a six-point scale. The ratings 
reflected the strength and direction of the acceptib111ty or 
the 1tem to be true or false. Moreover, another six-point 
scale was included to measure how important the statement was 
to the individual. A copy of the test items is attached as 
Appendices D and E• There were eight of them. 
STATISTICSa The Chi-square technique was used to analyze 
the trequenc7 data obtained from the 18 judges who class1t1ed 
the responses before the illustrations were presented to the 
sub3eots. Each possible response for each illustration was 
analyzed. Decisions to reject or accept the responses were 
based on the .05 level or s1gnif1cance. 
The Chi-square technique was also used to determine 1f 
one type of response to the illustrations was used more than 
the others (response-hierarchy). The data were analyzed for 
each of the four groups end combinations of groups. The data 
obtained were separated into cigarette and nonc1garette il-
lustration responses. The results were analyzed at the .05 
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level ot significance. 
Each test statement was analyzed by a 2 X 2 analysis of 
variance. non-repeated measures. A rating or l was class1f1ed 
as an nabsolutely true" response and a rating or 6 was an 
"absolutely talse" response. The results were analyzed with 
respect to the .05 level of s1snif1canoe. 
The s1x-po1nt scale measuring the importance of each 
statement to the individual was analyzed through a 2 X 2 
analysis or variance, non-repeated measures. A rating ot l 
was considered an "extremely 1mportant" response and a rating 
or 6 was cons1dered an "extremel.7 unimportant" response. 
Dec1s1ona to reject the null hypothesis were based on the .05 
level or s1gn1f1canoe. 
lJ 
Chapter IV 
RESULTS 
The results w111 be reported with respect to the order 
1n which judsments and responses were obtained. 
SECTION 1 
JUDGES' CLASSIFICATIONS OF THB ILLUSTRATION RESPONSES 
Each response on each 1llustrat1on was tound to be rep-
resentat1 ve ot one or the three bas1o methods ot dissonance 
reduction. There was no overlap. That 1s. no one response 
represented more than one method of dissonance reduction. All 
olass1t1oat1ons were tound to be s1gn1t1cant at the .001 
level or confidence. Thus no changes had to be made before the 
illustrations were presented to the subjects. The detailed 're-
sults are presented 1n Table IV. 
SECTION 2 
ESTABLISHMENT OP RESPONSE HIERARCHIES 
The results or th1s section were broken down into separate 
analyses on the cigarette and nono1garette illustrations. There 
were six cigarette illustrations and four nonc1garette illus-
trations. 
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The smokers as a total group chose responses that 1nd1catod 
they would change the behavior rather than use the other two 
types of responses (seek approval or decrease the importance). 
Th1e difference was s1gn1t1oant at the .05 level ot confidence. 
(B) SMOKERS' RESPONSES TO THS NONCIGARETTE ILLUSTBATIONSs 
The smokers as a total group ohoae responses that 1nd1cated 
they were decreasing the importance ot the dissonant elements. 
This difterenoe was s1gn1t1cant at the .001 level or oont1-
denoe. 
(C) NONSMOKERS' RESPONSES TO CIGARETTE ILLUSTHATIOHSa 
There were no d1tferenoes round between the three t1}>es o~ 
l"Seponaes used b7 the nonsmokers. Though d1fferenoes were not 
a1gn.1t1oant, the trend was clearly 1n favor of responses that 
1nd1oated a change 1n behavior. 
(D) NONSMOKERS' RESPONSES TO UONCIGARETT'ii! ILLUSTRATION'S& 
Nonsmokers chose responses that 1nd1oated they were decreasing 
the 1mportanoe ot the dissonant elements. This ditterence was 
s1gn1t1oant at the .001 level or confidence. 
(E) SMOKERS' AND NONSMOKERS' RESPONSES TO THE CIGARETTE 
ILLUSTRATIONSs There were no differences round between smokers 
and nonsmokers involving the types or responses used to reduce 
d1ssonance. Both groups indicated they would change the be-
havior. 
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(F) SMOKERS' AND NONSMOKERS' RESPONSES TO THE NON• 
9IGARETTB ILLUSTRATIONS& There were no d1tterenoes found be-
tween smokers and nonsmokers involving the types of responses 
used to reduoe dissonance. Both groups indicated the7 would 
decrease the 1mt>Ortanoe of the dissonant element. 
(G) SMOKERS' RESPONSES TO THE CIGARETTE AND HONCIGAHETTE 
ILLUSTRATIONS • HIGH SOCIAL SCO.RERSt Smokers who scored high 
on the soo1al value ot the Guilford chose responses to the 
cigarette illustrations that repreAented the d!ssonane~ re~ 
duct1on category or changing the behavior. This d1tferenoe 
wae s1.gn1f1oa.nt at the .05 level or cont1dence. However. these 
smoke~A ohose to uae responses representing the dissonance re-
duction category of decreasing the importance of the d1saona.nt 
elements. when exposed to the nono1~arotte illustrations. Thia 
d1tterenee was s1gn1t1oant at the .05 level of oon1"1denoe. 
(H) SMOKE!l3• RESPONSES TO THE CIGARETTE AUD UONCIGARETTE 
ILLUSTRATIOMS .. LOW SOCIAL SCOIIBRSs There were no differences 
found between the dissonance reduction categories tor smokers 
who scored low on the soo1al value. This was with respect to 
the o1garette 1llustrat1ons. However, these smokers chose the 
dissonance reduction categol'Y' of decreasing the importance of 
dissonant elements when exposed to the noncigarette illustra-
tions. This diffarenoe was s1gn1t1cant at the .05 level of 
oont1denoe. 
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(I) MOMSMOKERS' RESPONSES TO THE CIGARETTE AUD NON-
CIGARh"'TTE ILLUSTRATIONS - HIGH SOCIAL 8COBERS1 Nonsmokers who 
scored h1gh on the soc1al value chose responses to the cigarette 
1llustrat1ons that represented the dissonance reduction category 
ot cbang1ng the behavior. This d1f'ference was s1gn1floant at 
the .05 level of oont1dence. However. these nonsmokers, when 
concerned with the nonclgarette illustrations, chose to use 
responses representing the dissonance reduction category ot 
deGreas1ng the 1mportanoe of the d1saonant ele~ents. Thia d1t-
fe:renee was s1gn1f1oant at the .05 level ot oonf1dence. 
(J) NOftSMOKF.RSt RESPOUSES TO TllE CIGARETTE AUD rmH-
C!GARETTE lLLUSTRATIOMS - LOW SOCI • .t\L SCOimRS: 'l'hol!"e were no 
d1tterenoes tound between the d1ssonance reduction categories 
ror nonsmokers who scored low on the social value of the Guil-
ford. This was with respeot to the cigarette illustrations. 
However, these nonsmokers chose responses to the nonc1garette 
illustrations that represented the dissonance reduction cate-
gory or deorees1ng the 1mportanoe or the dissonant elements. 
Th1s difference was s1gn1f1oant at the ,01 level or confi-
dence. 
(K) SMOKERS' VERSUS NOUSMOKEBS' RESPONSES TO THE 
CIGARETTE AND NONCIGARET'l'E ILLUSTRA.TIONS - HIGH SOCIAL SCORERSt 
There were no s1gn1f1oant differences found between smokers 
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and nonsmokers who scored high on the social value of the Gu11• 
ford. This was with respeot to the cigarette and nono1garette 
illustrations. Smokers and rlonsmokers chose to change the be• 
hav1or 1n the o1garette illustrations and decrease the im-
po~tanoe in the nono1garette 111ustrat1ons. 
(L) SMOKER3'. VERSUS N6HSMOKgRSt BESPOUSE8 TO THE 
CIGARETTE A..~D NONCIGARETTE ILLUSTRATIONS - LOW SOCIAL SCOREBSs 
There were no differences found between smok~rs and nonsmokers 
who soored low on the social value of the Guilford. Th1a was 
true tor the oi«arette and noncigarette illustrations. 
Smokers and nonsmokers chose to deorease the importance ot the 
dissonant elements 1n the nonolgarette 1llustrat1ons. 
(M) .SHOKERS 1 RESPONSES TO THE CIG.AflliTTE AHD NONCIGAI!BT'J:B 
ILLUSTRA;TIONS - HIGH. AND J:,Orl SOCIAL SCORERS i ?Jo d1ft'ere11oes 
were tound between smokers who scored high or low on the 
social value of the Guilford tor either the cigarette or non• 
cigarette illustrations, 
(N) NONSMOKERS' RESPONSBS TO TUE CIGARETTE AND NON• 
CIGARETTE ILLUSTRATIONS - HIGH AND LOW SOCIAL SCOREB.31 Ho 
d1fterenoes were found between nonsmokers who soorod high or 
low on the social value for either the cigarette or non-
c1garette illustrations. 
The detailed frequency data are located 1n Table v. 
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SECTION 3 
SUBJECTS' IMPRESSIONS OF THE VALIDITY AND IMPORTA.i.1CE 
OF THE EIGHT TEST STATEMENTS 
STATEMENT tfl1 °It is a well known fact that nearly all 
lung canoer patients are cigarette smokers.n 
The overall anal.7s1s of variance did not show any dif • 
ferences between smokers and nonsmokers who scored high or 
low on the social value of the Guilford-Zimmerman Temperament 
survey. This is with respeot to the validity ot the state-
ment. All groups indicated that they thought the sta~ement 
was between "partlall7 true" and "Partially false." 
The overall analysis of variance on the imports.nee of the 
statement showed that there were no dtfterences between 
smokers and nonsmokera who scored high or low on the social 
value. All groups indicated that the7 felt the statement was 
between "Very important" and "moderately important" to them. 
STATEMElr! t,.21 ttDeaths from lung cancer 1n the United 
States have climbed from 4,ooo in l9JS to 36,000 in 1960." 
The analJs1s of variance showed that high and low scorers 
on the social value differed w1th respect to their belie~ 
about the validity of the statement. Uo d1tterencea were 
found between smokers and nonsmokers. The subjects scoring 
high on the social value tended to believe that the state-
ment was "partially true~, but the low scorers bel1eved that 
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the statement wa.s between "'probabl1 true" and "partially true." 
Smokers and nonsmokers felt that the statement was "partially 
true. 11· 
The llllal.ysis on the importance ot the statement to the 
grou-ps showed that there were no d1fterences between smokers 
and nonsmokers and between eubjeots who scored hi~h or low on 
the sooial value. All groups 1nd1oated that the statement 
was "moderately- 1mportant0 to them. 
31:ATEHENT #Ja 0 It 1s felt that death rates rise pro-
gressively with 1noreas1ng number of cigarettes smoked per da7." 
The analysis ot this statement showed that amokera and 
nonsmokers dittered with respect to the validity of the state• 
ment. The smokers tended to teel that the statement was 
"partially truer and the nonsmokers felt that the statement 
t1as "ProbablY true." Moreover. high scorers on the social 
value believed that the statement was less true than the low 
scorers. 
In analyzing the importance bf the gtatemAnt to the 
groups. 1t was found that there were no d1trerenoes between 
smokers and nonsmokers and h1gh an~ low scorers on the social 
value ot the Guilford • 
.STATEMEHT fl.41 "It is felt that the person who smokes 
over 20 cigarettes per day is more susoept1ble to luns 
diseases than those who do not smoke or smoke very l1ttla.n 
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The ans.J.ys1s oi' variance showed that the smolters telt 
the statement was less true than the nonsmokers~ Smokers 
1nd.1oated that the7 thought the statement was "probably true"• 
whereaG the nonsmokers felt that the statement was "absolutely 
t:rue.n 
However. subJeots who soored high on the soo1al. value 
1nd.1oated that the statement was "very 1mportantn to them. 
but the low scorers 1nd1cated that the statement was 
nmoderately important" to them. This difference was s1gn1-
f1eant at the .OS level of oontidenee. 
~~1\'l$t:\E1iT # S: "The rate or death for coronary artery 
disease 1s 70'/i higher for smokers than tor nonsmokera.n 
There were no differences round between smokers and non-
smokers and h1gh and low scorers on the sooial value with 
respect to the validity of the statement. All groups in• 
d1oatad that they thought the statement was between "Part1a.ll.Y 
true" and "part1allY raise." 
There were no differences between groups atter rating 
the 1mportanoe of the statement to them. The statement was 
rated as being between r1ver:1 111,portant" and nmocterately 
1Jnportant" to them. 
STATEMEHT #6t "It 1s known that people who smoke also 
suffer more phys1oal complaints than nonsmokers. such 
complaints as coughing. shortness of breath and loss of 
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appetite are common among smokers." 
The overall analysis of variance showed that there were 
no d1tterenoaa between smokers and nonsmokers and high and 
low scorers on the soo1al value. Al1 groups rated the state• 
men't as being •rprobably true." 
There were no d1trerences f olllld between the groups on 
the importance or the statement to them. All groups tended 
to rate the statement as be1ng between nvery !mportail.ttt and 
"moderately 1mportant'r to them. 
flTATEMENT If.Zs ••The damage done through the 1nhalat1on 
of cigarette smolt<l 1s bal1eved to be irreversible." 
The overall analysis of var1anoe showed that the smokers 
d1tferad from the nonsmokers with respect to the Validity of 
tha statement. Umolters felt that the statement was leas true 
than the nonsmokers. 
Tha:re were no differences round between tho groups on the 
importance ot the statement to them. All groups tended to 
feel that the statement was between "very important'* and 
"moderately importantn to them. 
STAi:t:~MENT !81 "The lung cancer death rate 1s bel1erved 
to be ) .. 4 times h1gher for smokers than 'tor nonsmokers." 
The overall ana.lys1s ot variance showed no d1tterences 
between smokers and nonsmokers and high and low scorers on 
the social value. These groups felt that the statement was 
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"probablY true,,n However. the interaction term was found to 
be s1gn1floant. After oomputat1on or the simple effects, 1t 
waa round that the smokers who scored high on the social 
value felt that the statement was le3a true than the non.-
smokers who scored high on the social valus. 
There were no dt:rterencea round between the groups on 
the 1mportanoe or the statement to them. All groups 1nd1oa-
ted that the statement was between nvery 1mportant» and 
"moderately important" to them. 
The detailed means and sum.'DarY tables W1.th respect to 
the validity or the statements tU"e tn Table VI. The de-
tailed data oonaerning the 1.mportanoe of.' the statements ·to the 
subJects are 1n Table VII. 
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Chapter V 
DISCUSSION 
Xhe d1souss1on ot the results and 1mpl1cat1ons will tol-
1ow the order ot the chapter on the results. 
ESTABLISHMENT OF RESPONSE HIERARC!IIE8 
Dissonance theory would not be able to make any predic• 
tlons w1th respect to the establishment of any response 
h1eraroh1es. Tne reason tor this 1s that this 1nveat1gat1on 
was concerned With the ways 1n whloh selected groups ra-
duoed dissonance 1n d1tterent s1tua.t1ons. Dlssonance theory 
cannot yet pred1ot the way a person or group or persons will 
choose to reduce dissonance unless the s1tuat1on belng tested 
spec1f1oall.7 represents a hy'pothet1oal method of dissonance 
reduction. For example. 1t one wanted to test the hypothesis 
that people exper1eno1ng d1ssonanoe produced by exposure to 
1nto::rmat1on would tend to reduoe this dissonance by avo1d1ng 
dissonant produoing 1nform.at1on or seek consonant 1ntormat1on. 
then the pred1ct1on is ma.de that the people should reduce this 
dissonance through the above mentioned method of reduction. 
Hnwevar. in th1s testing s1tuat1on no speo1t1e s1tuat1on was 
set up to determine exactly if a hypothesized method of re-
duction was being used. Moreover. given the operations that 
ere known to produoe d1ssonanoe. d1ssonanoe theory can onl.7 
predict that dissonance w111 be reduced. 
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It doe~ not appear that the personalit7 variable or 
soc1ab1litr has anT etteot on the responses chosen to the 11-
lustre.ttons. High and low scorers on the soc1al trs.1t had the 
aame response pr&terenoes. Guilford and Zlmmarman define b1gh 
and low scores to 1ndloate a contrast between the person who 
is at ease with others. enjoys the1r comp8ll1' and readily 
establishes 1nt1ute rapport, versus the w1 thdrawn, reserved 
person who 1s hard to get to know. This variable may have 
had more s1gn1ftoance 1f the situations intended to produce 
d1ssona.noe had been group s1tuat1ons or soo1al situations 
rather than nonsocial s1tuat1ons. Moreover• the smoking 
varla'blt.:! (smokers versus nonsmokers) Q.1d not seem to have tJn3 
effect on the t1Pe of responses ohosen to the illustrations. 
Both smokers and nonsmokers chose the same types of responses. 
However, the 1nstrum.ent which seemed to produce s18fl1-
t1ca...~t dif f erenoes was the type of 1lluatrat1on exposed to the 
smokers ond nonsmokers. 
When smokers and nonsmokers were exposed to the G1garette: 
1lluatrat1ons, both groups chose as the appropriate type or 
response one which would indicate a change in the behavior. 
The most interesting facet or this result is the fact that the 
smokers chose respoiises 1nd1cat1ng a change in the behavior. 
In essence, they 1nd1cated that they would probably either 
stop smoking all together or cut back on the amount or smok-
ing. But lf th1s data were followed up with add1t1onal 
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quest1011.S to determ1ne tho extent to wh1oh the 'behavior had 
been changed. there would. probably be little change. it any. 
•rwo studies performed by 1~. T. Feather (1962. 1963) 1n ... 
d1cated that smokers ware more interested in articles show1ng 
tho h~za.rds of smoking than nonsmokers. In a situation like 
th1a, dissonance theory would predict that the smokers would 
avoid oontaat with th1s type or information. But th1s was not 
true. smoker~ were more sens1t1vo to 1nrormat1on that showed 
the hazards or smoking than non,smokers. This may have been 
happening to our smokers with respect to the c1garette illus-
trations. '!'he response 1 tems that would hav.e been most indlcA• 
t1ve or the sana1t1v1t;v or the awareness of the smokers to tha 
smoking-oanoor relationship were those responBes representing 
a ohan.ge 1n the behavior. The other tao types of responses. 
aeekin.; approval or decraas1ng the 1mportanoe, would have 
meant a rat1onalizat1on for continuing to smoke, and pot 
necessarily how sensitive the smokers were to the 11lustrat1ons. 
I:t the two alternate res.ponse types did represent some aens1-
t1 v1ty1 their degree ot aens1t1v.1t1 oerta1nl7 could not be as 
great as the response type or ohang1ng the behav1or. 
Another possible explanation tor the choices made by 
smokers to the cigarette 1lluatrat1ons is that they were using 
the response of ohang1ng the behavior to renognize a tact. 
That tact would be that smoking is hazardous to health, As 
Perv1n and Yatko (1965) pointed out. facts were more ditti~ult 
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to refute than were opinions. Ihat is, dlsaonance reduct1on 
would be very d1~f1cult 1f one attempted to :refute knotl?l facts 
instead of op1n1ons. In short, 1t oogn1t1ve "escape" wou1d ba 
more d1ft1oul t to find. The smokers maY have bee11 respond1ng 
with &imrera 1nd1oat1ng a change 1n behavior s1mpl.7 because 
the use or any of the other methods of raduct1on would have 
meant the1 were refuting the fact that smok1ng was bad for 
them. 
Though the responses given by the nonsookers to the 
cigarette illustrations d1d not show any d.ifterenoes, 1t is 
clear that the trend of the responses indicated a change in 
behavior also. .For nonsmokers. this trend 1a not aurprioins. 
The cigarette 1ll.ustrat1ons depicted situations where smok1ng 
was shown. to be bad for the heal.th. There is reason to be-
lieve that the nonsmokers were responding in a way that would 
lend support to their actual behavior.. If a nonsmoker was 
confronted with 1nformat1on showing that smoking was bad ror 
himt ~1ssonanee theory would predict that no dissonance would 
be produced. But this does not mean that a nonsmoker's cog-
n1t1ons about the bad effects or smoking cannot be strengthened. 
In short, the nonsmoker aight only be strengthening bis rsasons 
tor not smoking. 
Another explanat1011 tor this trend deals w1 th the degree 
to which a nonsmoker 1s a nonsmoker. Hany of our nonsmokers 
had probabl1 tried a cigarette at one time or were smokers but 
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had stopped smoking. This is only an assumpt1011. The product 
queotionna1re which they answered only asked 11" they t11are a 
li:UU.oker o:: nonsmoker at the time of' the ndm1niatration of the 
questionna1re. When nonsmokers who had had some exper1auoe 
w1th the fe&lluga and effects or smoking are confronted with 
s1tuat1ons show1ng people smoking, th1a uould only serve to 
produce dissonance. S1noe the nonsmokers know that they dis-
liked smoking, any situation showing people who enjoyed smok-
ing even though o1garettes were bad for the1r health could pro• 
duoe dissonance in the nonsmoker. Onoe dissonance occurs, then 
it must be reduced. In this case, nonamokars m.ay have reduced 
d1ssonanoe b7 1nd1oat1ng changes in the behavior. 
t.Che 1nterest1ns oontrast between the o1garetto and non-
c1garo tte illustrations is the fact that smokers and r.onsmokers 
switched tho type ot response chosen from ohang1ns the behav1or 
for the c1garette illustrations to deoreas1ng the importance 
tor the nonc1garette illustrations. The nonc1garette 1llus-
trat1ons operationally produced dissonance for both the smokers 
and nonsmokers. whereas the cigarette 1llustrat1ons may have 
onl$ produced dissonance in the smokers. Perhaps the non-
c1garette illustrations represented a more subtle method of 
deter.mining what types ot responses were used to reduce d1s-
sonanee. However. when the situation changed, so did the 
methods of reduction. The obvious 1mpl1cat1on is that dif-
ferent situations br1n<; about different methods of dissonance 
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reduct:l.011. 'l'lmt 1s. alt6rll.Bte mt:ithoda of dissonance red\..1Cl• 
t1on will be uaod 1n varying situation.a. ?erv1n and Yatlto 
t\;"ld Jte1ner e.1\d Hog6>:S SU$StHitfic1 t~hat suhJecta tended to u:ie 
alternate methods or :t:-eduot1on 1•atlmr than all"/' one type. 
However, further .rcsaai-oh is nacaauary to "leter:Uno 1f the 
s1tuat1on, the subJeot'a peraoruility, or both ls thn causal 
fn.otor in. OhOOS1llS !A lilf".tthoJ. Of d1SSOlla1'lCB l"'GdUCt10lle 
l;il.J'tlJ'~..X;T.:>• IMfit~srom1 OF 'tllt. VALIDI'rJ!' A,;~U lHFOH'r.Afo.~l:: 
OP ':t'lit; l~IGHT :;:~';: t;."~A:l'illlz~;T~ 
In sharp contra.at to the i-eaponse h1eraroh1ee, diason-
ance theory oan mako a pl'f'Jd1ot1on hore. Tho predlct1on would. 
be a general. 011'1 d&al1ng with tho 6ValUBt1on or 1nrormat1on 
rasara!ns the eft'enta ot smoking. D1ssonnnce thoory would. 
pxiad1ct that smokt:•rs would f1ml con-am.ok1ng sta~menta loss 
VB11d thsu-1 nonsmoiccrs. Moreover, smokers ohould w1derest1mate 
the 1mportrulce or oo.n-smot1ns stntecent3. coi1versal;v, non-
smok&n should show th.at tho con-smoking statements are more 
impo1•tru1t to t.hem. 
I11 &r1!llyz1ng thn subJeets' 1mp1~ae1011s or the va11dit1 ot 
the eight test statements, d1.tterences were round 1n rive of 
the stateL116n.ta (#2, ti), !!4, Ii? and ri8). No i;11tterences were 
tound 1n statements #1, #5 and #6. 
In statement #2 (uDttaths front lung cancer 1n the United 
states have climbed trom 4,ooo 1n 19)5 to J6,ooo 1n 1960P), 
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sub3eots were asked to 1t1dio.ate how Valid the statement was. 
lto differences occurecl. b&tween smokers and uousiaokers, but 
d.1ft'arences did ooour betwee11 h1gh and low sco1"ers on the 
social value ot thG Guilford.. ?:he high scorers felt the state-
ment was less truo than the low snorers. tluff1ce it to say 
that the sooial scorers differed in the11· answers, but any 
explana.t1on for this difference would X't1ally be a stab in the 
dark. 
In statement #J ("It 1s felt that death rates !'1se pro-
srass1vely with 1noreaa1ng num.bor of o1garettes smoked per 
day-11 ). smokers and nonsmokers did differ. The resUlt is in 
l1ne w1th what d1ssonance theory would predict. ':J:ihe smoke:a."s 
relt that the statement was leas true than the nonsmokers. 
~he smokers reduced d1ssonance by devaluat1ng the validity 
ot th1s statement. Dissonance theory would predict that the 
forced or aco1dental exposure to new information which tended 
to increase d1asonanae would rre~uently result 1n m1s1nter-
pretat1on and m1speroept1on or the new information by the per-
son in an effort to avoid a dissonance 1norease or facilitate 
a reduction 1n dissonance (Fest1nger, 19.57). l 1h1s same inter-
pretation can be applied to statements #4, #7 and #8. In all 
oases, the smokers found the statements to be less true than 
th& llonamokers. smoke~s appeared to be more cr1t1oal of the 
evidence than nonsmokers. 
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However. statements #1, llS aztd #6 failed to be d1fter-
ent1ated by Sinokers and nonsmokers. Dissonance theo17 wolll.d 
say th.at the motivation to reduce dissona.noe depends on the 
importance or value ot the element producing dissonance. 'Ihese 
statements, m.titY not have been 1mportant enough to the smokers 
to warrant any- reduction of dissonance. 
Whan the subjects rated the importance of each statement 
to them. only one difference occurred. This was 1n statement 
#4 ("It is fptlt that the person who smokes over 20 etgarettes 
per day 1s more susceptible to lung diseases than those who do 
not smoke or smoke Ver/' little"). Subjects who scored high on 
the social value indicated that the statement was ttvery im• 
portant~ to them. but the low scorers indicated that the state• 
ment was onl.7 "moderately 1mportant11 • Again. there is a dif-
ference here. but 8!lJ' explanation would be d1ff1cult. 
All the statements were found to be important to the 
smokers and nonsmokers. The statements were probablJ' important 
to the nonsmokers, because the7 provided reasons for not 
smokins 1n the first »laoe. Disnona.nce theory would prad1ct 
this. But the smokers also indicated that the statements were 
important to them. Dissonance theory would sa.1 that smokers 
should reduce dissonance by decreasing the 1mportanoe ot the 
elements involved in the dissonant relations. This was clearly 
not the case. However, 1t may be that the smokers wer$ only 
1nd1oat1ng their sens1t1v1t1 to the statements, 
:n 
Chapter VI 
SUMMARY AND COHCLUSIONS 
The results of this thesis can be summarized as followst 
(l) Smokers and nonsmokers. regardless of social 
personalities, chose the same resnonse patterns to the 
cigarette and noncl~arette illustrations. Both groups 
chose responses 1nd1cat1ng a change 1n the behavior with 
respect to the cigarette 1lluatrat1ons. smokers and non-
smokers chose responses to the nonc1ga.rette illustrations 
that represented the dissonance reduction method of de• 
creasing the importance or the dissonant elements. 
(2) Four of the a1ght test statements. when rated 
for the1r validity, were fe1t to be leas true by the 
smokers than nonsmokers. 'l'hers were no dif ferenoes 
found between smokers and nonsmokers on the other tour 
test statements. 
(3) There were no differences found between smokers 
and nonsmokers on any of the eight test statements. This 
was with respect to how important the statements were to 
the subjects. 
It appears that the illustrations were effective enough 
1n producing differences, but that the variables of smoking 
and soo1ab111ty were not contributing factors to these d1f~ 
ferences. The illustrations were operationally drawn to 
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produce dissonance. but there 1s no 1:1ay of ll:no~r1ng if disson• 
ance actually existed. An improvement of the illustrations mQJ 
produce better results. s1nc1~ dissonance 1s easier to reduce 
1f one does not have to refute a fact, 1t may have been more 
feasible to make the 111u.strat1ona more ambiguous and also 
eliminate the listed responses. This would have provided a 
real projeot1ve o1tuat1on. 
At any rate, 1t appears that smokers and nonsmokers do 
differ 1n the way that they evE\luate 1nforriw.t1on. And this 
oo1nc1des td th d1 ssone.noe theory. :3mokers w111 tend to be 
more cri t!cal of 1v1ormat1on than nonamol~ers, regardless of 
personality. 
TABLE I 
SMOKING FREQUENCY DATA FOB THE 60 SUBJECTS 
Smokers 
t JO 
F1lter 
t )1 
Brand.Smoked t 
Winston i.5 
Marlboro 8 
Tareyton 6 
Kent l 
Luck,J' Strike l 
Viceroy l 
Nonf1lter 
l 
Nonsmokers 
)0 
Menthol 
0 
N'Y!lber or Cigarettes Smoked Per Day 
t 
6-10 
-0-
Number or Years Smok1B$ 
3-4 
ll 
16-20 
11 
7-8 
l 
over 20 
9 
)4 
TABLE II 
SMOKING FREQUE~'CI DATA FOB THE UNCHOSEN SUBJECTS 
smokers 
t JS 
F11ter 
t j4 
nonsmokers 
37 
Brand Smoked t 
Winston lb 
Tareyton 8 
Marlboro 7 
Pall Mall 2 
Sal.em 2 
Ph111p Morris l 
Benson & Hedges 100's l 
Marlboro Green l 
Kent l 
Winston lOO•a 1 
Viceroy l 
L&H l 
Nont1lter 
2 
Menthol 
J 
Number of C1sarettes Smoked Per Dal 
i-s 6-10 1141~ 16-20 over 20 
t 3 ,- 17 7 
Number ot Years Smoki!l! 
Less than l 1-2 J-4 ~ ¥ 9-10 -t l lO 10 9 l 
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TABLE III 
REASONS LISTED BY THE SIX'I'I SUBJECTS 
AiiD THE UNCHOSEN SUBJECTS 
FOR SM.OKIMG • FREQUEHCY DATA 
Beason 60 subject~ Unchosen SubJecta 
Habit 12 
Helps to relax ll 
Enjoyment S 
Something to do with hands 7 
Tastes good 5 
Good atter eating 
Express maturity 
Creates status 
Assert ego 
1 
l 
10 
8 
8 
6 
7 
1 
1 
TABLE IV 
JUDG~St CLASSIFICATIONS OF ILLUSTRATION RESPONSES 
Illustration #l 
Response A. nwell, looks like I will have to stop smoking." 
t 
Ohange* 
18 
p. < .001 
Class1f1oat1on 
Seek 
0 
Decrease 
0 
Response a. "Th1s probabl.7 1sn•t cancer since I am a light 
smoker." 
Change 
0 
p. < .001 
Class1f1oat1on 
Seek 
0 
Decrease* 
18 
Reaponse c. "I am not too worried, The articles in news-
papers that I have read say that lung cancer 
and smoking haven•t been positively linked 
to eaoh other,u 
t 
Change 
0 
p, ( ,001 
Classification 
Seek* 
17 
Decrease 
l 
'J7 
TABLE IV - CONTINUED 
Illustration 1/:2 
Response A. ttThat 1a for people who are older and who 
have smoked longer." 
Change 
t 0 
p. < .001 
Class1f1cat1on 
Seek 
l 
Decrease* 
17 
Response B, nx better out down on my smok1ng. Maybe I 
should even stop." 
t 
Change* 
18 
p. < .001 
Class11'1cat1on 
Seek 
0 
Decrease 
0 
Response c, ~That graph ls meaningless. I have seen 
others in magazines that show the death 
rate to be much less." 
change 
0 
p. < .001 
;tllustrat1on II) 
Class1t1cat1on 
Seek* 
16 
Decrease 
2 
Response A, "He 1s no expert. How does he know h1a is 
better?" 
t 
Change 
0 
p. < .001 
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TABLE IV - CONTINUED 
Class1f'1oat1on 
Seek 
l 
Decrease* 
1.7 
Response B; "Maybe I'll turn m1ne 1n and get a cheaper 
camera." 
f 
p. < .001 
Class1f1cat1on 
Seek 
0 
Deorease 
0 
Response c, "Hts may have been cheaper, but I have seen 
pto tures taken by my camera and the7 are 
pretty good .. " 
f 
Change 
0 
p. < .001 
Illustration !l4 
Class1f1cat1on 
Seek* 
16 
Decrease 
2 
Response A, "What does he knoW? Besides, having a 
powerful motor 1sn•t eve17th1ng.n 
r 
Change 
0 
P• ( .001 
Classit1cat1on 
See le 
l 
Decrease• 
17 
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TABLE IV • CONTINUED 
Response B, "I thought that but the brochures and ad-
vertisements I have read say it doesn't 
matter since it ls a small oar." 
r 
Change 
0 
p. < .001 
Class1t1cat1on 
seek* 
16 
Decrease 
2 
Response c. "l guess he is r1ght. 1 111 sell 1t right 
away.n 
f 
p. < .001 
Illustration #5 
Class1t'1cat1on 
Seek 
0 
Decrease 
0 
Response A• "This 1s 1D1' last paok. Cigarettes are 
getting too expensive." 
Change* 
18 
p. ( .001 
Class1:t1oat1on 
Seek 
0 
Decrease 
0 
Response B, "This shouldn't hurt me. I read somewhere 
that the warning is meant onl7 to scare us ... 
t 
Change 
0 
Class1f1cat1on 
Seek* 
lS 
Decrease 
J 
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TABLE IV - COHTINUED 
Response c, "That warning doesn't apply since I only 
smoke one pack a week." 
r 
Change 
0 
p. ( ,.001 
Illustration 1f:6 
Cla.ss1f1cat1on 
Seek 
l 
Decrease* 
17 
Response A. «What harm is there in it? I only smoke a 
pack a week."' 
f 
Change 
0 
p. < .001 
Class1fioat1on 
Seek 
1 
Decrease 
17 
Response B. n0on•t worry, I'll stop. Besides, the 
f1rst one I had made me get s1ck.n 
t 
Change* 
18 
p. ( .001 
Class1f1oat1on 
Seek 
0 
Decrease 
0 
Response c. "All the guys smoke. Wey can•t I'l" 
t 
Change 
0 
P• ( .001 
Class1f1oat1on 
Seek* 
16 
Decrease 
2 
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TABLE IV - CONTINUED 
Illustration llZ 
Response A. ttEverybody sqs that because the;r ha.ven•t 
seen them. 11 
f 
Change 
0 
p. < .001 
Class1f1cat1on 
Seek 
2 
Decrease* 
16 
Response B. "Yeah. I guess you are r1ght." 
t 
P• ( .001 
Class1f1cat1on 
Seek 
0 
Decrease 
1 
Response c. "But I have seen them and also pictures and 
articles about them." 
t 
Change 
0 
P• < .001 
Illustration #8 
Response A, 
Class1t1oat1on 
Seek* 
16 
Decrease 
2 
"The repairman is crazy. All the 1ntorm.at1on 
I have been able to dig up on color tele-
vision sets say that they all need periodic 
adjustments or repa1rs.tt 
Change 
0 
P• ( .,OOl 
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TABLE IV .. CONTINUED 
Class1f1oat1on 
Seek* 
18 
Decrease 
0 
Response B, "11&7be he 1s right. I guess I should try 
to turn 1t 1n and get the other one before 
it 1.s too late." 
Change* 
18 
p. < .001 
Class1f1cat1on 
Seek 
0 
Decrease 
0 
Response c, "What does he know? He is only used to fix-
ing the black and white telev1s1ons.n 
f 
Change 
0 
P• < .001 
Illustration #2 
Cle.ss1t1oat1on 
Seek 
0 
Decrease* 
18 
Response A, 0 Ies. but I am trying to stop." 
t 
Change• 
16 
p. < .001 
Class1t1oat1on 
Seek 
l 
Decrease 
l 
4J 
T ABLIS lV - COUTINUED 
Response B, uyes, but I have round that;, through talk• 
1ng With people 1n s1m11ar jobs, smoking 
will not adversely affect the wox-ker•s 
performance. u 
Change 
0 
p. ( .001 
Classif 1cat1on 
Ueek* 
17 
Decrease 
l 
Response c, "Yes, but I only smoke a few cigarettes per 
d97." 
f 
Change 
0 
p. ( .001 
~llustrat1on tl~ 
Response At 
f 
Change 
0 
p. ( .001 
Class1f 1oat1on 
Seek 
l 
Decrease* 
17 
"That seems like an awful lot of 'junk' to 
inhale. But that must be for people who 
only smoke nonf1lter cigarettes. It ls 
not that bad for me since I smoke filter 
cigarettes." 
Class1f 1cat1on 
Seek 
0 
Decrease* 
18 
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1rABLE xv - coNTINUED 
Response B, "With all the cigarettes I have smoked, the 
amount of tar and nicotine hae probably been 
building up. I guess I should cut back or 
even stop smoking," 
r 
Change* 
18 
P• ( .001 
Classification 
Seek 
0 
Decrease 
0 
Response c. »Those figures are so 1nflated. There must 
have been at least three research papers 
performed, and all of them gave different 
amounts of tar and nicotine delivery." 
t 
Change 
0 
p. < ,001 
Class1f1cat1on 
Seek* 
17 
Decrease 
1 
(1) 
(2) 
()) 
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TABLE V 
SUBJ'h"CT'S RESPONSES TO CIGARETTE IL.LUSTHATION3 
AflD NOUCIGARETTE ILLUSTRATIONS - FREQUENCY DATA 
smokers• Responses to the Cigarette Illustrations 
Change* Seek Decrease 
r 6? 45 42 
P• ( .0.5 
Smokers' Responses to the Nonoigarette Illustrations 
Chango Seek Decrease• 
r 2) 29 S7 
P• < .001 
Nonsmokers• Responses to the C1garette Illustrations 
Change Seek Decrease 
r 67 48 46 
P• ) .05 
Total 
154 
Total 
109 
Total 
161 
(4) Nonsmokers• Responses to the Nono1garetta Illustrations 
Change Seek Decrease* Total 
t 14 27 66 107 
p. < .001 
(.5) Smokers' and Nonsmokers' Responses to the Cigarette Il-
lustrations 
Change Seek Decrease Total 
Smokers t 67 45 42 154 
Nonsmokers r 67 48 46 161 
p. > .05 
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TABLE v - cmr.rINUED 
(6). Smokers' and Nonsmokers• Responses to the Hono1garette 
Illustrat1ons 
Smokers 
N'onsmokers 
t 
f 
Change 
23 
14 
P• ) .05 
Seek 
29 
27 
(7) Smokers• Res2onses to the Clsarette 
Illustrations - H1gh Soa1al Scorer~ 
Cigarette Illustrations 
Change* Seek 
t JS 27 
p. < .os 
Hono1garette Illustrations 
Change Seek 
t 11 16 
p. ) .05 
Decrease 
51 66 
and Nonc1sarette 
Decrease 
18 
Decrease* 
31 
(8) Smokers• Responses to the C1~arette and Nonol~arette 
Illustrations • Low social scorers 
Cigarette Illustrations 
Change Seek Decrease 
t 29 18 24 
p. ) .os 
Nonoigarette Illustrations 
Change Seek Decrease* 
t 12 l) 26 
p. ( .os 
Total 
109 
107 
Total 
8) 
Total 
SS 
Total 
71 
Total 
51 
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'l'ABLlS V - CONTINUED 
( 9) Nonsmokers,• Res12onses to the C1gare~te and Uono1garette 
Illustrat1ons - Hish soo1al, ~corer~ 
r 
t 
Cigarette Illustrations 
Change* 
J9 
P• (. .05 
Seek 
19 
Decrease 
19 
Nonc1ga.rette Illustrations 
Change 
6 
p. < .05 
Seek 
17 
Decrease* 
)l 
Total 
?7 
Total 
54 
(10) N~nsm~kera• Responses to the Cigarette and Noncisarette 
Illustrations - Low soo1al Joorers 
Cigarette 
Change 
t 28 
p. > .05 
Honc1garetta 
Change 
t a 
p. ( .01 
Illustrations 
seek Decrease 
29 27 
Illustrat1ons 
Seek Decrease• 
10 35 
Total 
84 
Total 
SJ 
(ll) smokers• versus Nonsmokers• Responses to the Cigarette 
tVld Nono1garette Ill;ustrat1ons - High social scorers 
Smokers 
Nonsmokers 
f 
f 
Cigarette Illustrations 
Change 
)8 
39 
p. > .os 
Seek 
27 
19 
Decrease 
18 
19 
Total 
8) 
11 
Smokers 
Nonsmokera 
t 
t 
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TAOLE V - CONTINUED 
Nono1garette Illustrations 
Change 
11 
6 
P• ) .. 05 
seek 
16 
17 
Decrease 
Jl 
Jl 
Total 
.56 
54 
(12) ~mokars' ;versus Nonsmokers' Responses to the Cisarette 
and Noncisaretta Illustration~ - Low 3oc1al Scorers 
C1e;arette Illustrations 
Change Seek Decrease 
Smokers f 29 18 24 
Nonsmokers r 29 29 27 
p. ) .os 
Iionoigarette Illustrations 
Change Seek Decrease 
Smokers r 12 1) 26 
Nonsmokers t 8 10 35 
p~ > .05 
(l)) smokers' Res2onses to the C1~rette and Nonc15arette 
Illustrations - High and Low social. Scorers 
Cigarette Illustrations 
Change Seek Decrease 
High t )6 27 18 
Low f 29 18 24 
p. > .05 
Nonc1garette Illustrations 
Change Seek Decrease 
High t 11 16 31 
Low t 12 13 26 
P• > .05 
Total 
?l 
84 
Total 
51 
SJ 
Total 
8) 
71 
Total 
sa 
51 
TABLE v - cmJTINUED 
(14) Nonsmolcers• ResJJonses to the Ci5e.rette tllld Nonc1garet~,! 
Illustrations - B1$h and Low Soo1al Joqrers 
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RESULTS OP AUALI8IS OP VARIANCE ON THE VALIDITY 
OF THE 6 TEST STATEMENTS 
#l. It is a well known fact that nearly all lung cancer 
patients are cigarette smokers. 
Mean Ratings 
B 
High Low 
Smoker 3.86 J.26 3.56 
.A 
nonsmoker ).20 J.66 J.4J 
) • .5.3 J.46 
Summary Table 
Source 33 dt MS F 
- - -
A (smoking) .26 l .26 .142 
B (sociability) .06 l .06 .032 
AB (smoking x sociab1l1t1) 4.28 l 4.28 2.)J 
Error 102.4 56 l.8J 
Total 107.0 59 
p 
-
> .os 
> .. os 
> .os 
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TJ\!JLE VI - COFT!NUED 
¥2. Deaths from lung cancer in the United States have climbed 
from4,ooo 1n 1935 to 36.ooo 1n 1960. 
Mean Bat1ngs 
B 
H1gh Low 
smoker 3.20 2.ao ).00 
A 
Monamoker J.06 2.06 2.56 
3.13 2.4) 
Summary Table 
Source 3$ df MS F !: 
- - - -
A (smok1ng) 2.81 1 2.81 2.05 > .os 
B (soe1ab111ty) 7.34 l 7.34 5.35• L. .05 
AB (smoking x soc1ab111ty) l.J6 l 1.36 .99 > .os Error 76.67 56 i.37 
Total 88.18 59 
.52 
TABLE VI - corrrtNUED 
#). It ls felt that death rates r1se progress1vely w1th 1n-
creas1ng number of cigarettes smoked per day. 
Mean Ratings 
.B 
H1gh I.ow 
Smoker ~}.73 2.66 ).20 
A 
Monsmoker 2.~n l.80 2.06 
3.03 2.23 
Summary T~ble 
Source SS df MS p 
- - - -
A (Smolt1ng) 19.27 1 19.27 12.36** 
B (soo1ab111ty) 9.60 1 9.60 6.23* 
AB (smoking x soo1ab1l1ty) l.O? l 1.07 .69 
Error 86.oo .56 1.54 
Total 115.94 59 
p 
-
.( .01 
I.. .os ) .os 
TABLE VI .... CONTIUUED 
#4. It 1s felt that the person who smokes over 20 c1garettea 
per day is more ~usaept1ble to lung diseases than those 
who do not smoke or smoke very little. 
Mean Bat1ngs 
B 
High Low 
smoker 2.60 2.00 2.30 
A 
Honsmoker 1.46 1.46 l.46 
2.03 l.7J 
Summa17 Table 
Source SS df' MS l 
- - -
A ~smok1ngJ 10.42 l 10.42 11.42** 
B soo1ab111ty) 1.)5 l 1.)5 l.48 
AB (smoking x soo1ab111ty) l.35 1 l.)5 l.-48 
Error si.07 S6 .91 
Total 64.19 59 
E. 
< .01 
> .os ) .05 
TABLE: VI - CON'£INUED 
#5· The rate of death for coronary artery disease 1s 70% 
higher for smokers than for nonsmokers. 
Mean Ratings 
:a 
li1gh Low 
Smoker J.93 :l.33 J.63 
A 
Nonsmoker 2.86 J.SJ :; .• 20 
; .. 40 3.43 
Summary Table 
Source sa df Bl! F 
- - -
A (smoking) 2.81 l 2.81 li.68 
B (soeiab111ty) .01 l .01 .006 
AB (smoking x soc1ab111t7) 6.02 l 6.02 3.60 
Error 93.74 56 i:61 
Total. 102.58 59 
l! 
) -os 
> .os > .05 
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'!'ABLE vr - COl/l'INUEO 
"'6 tf .• It is ltnown that people who sraol-.:o also suffer more physS.oal 
oompla.1nts than nonsmokers. Such co1a.pl.aints as coughing. 
shortness or breath and loss or appetite a.re common among 
smokers. 
Moan Ratings 
l3 
H1gh Low 
Smoker 2 • .)J 2.33 2.33 
A 
Nonsmoker 2.06 l.9J 2.00 
2.20 2.13 
Summary Table 
source .... ~ df 1•13 F p o..:> 
- - - - -
A {smoking) l.G7 l 1.67 1.71 ) .os 
B (soo1ab111ty) .01 l .07 .01 > .os 
AB (smoking x soc1ab111t~} .06 l .06 .06 > .os h:rror 54.54 56 .97 
Total 56.34 59 
TABLE VI - CONTINUED 
#7• The damage done through the inhalation or cigarette smoke 
is believed to be irreversible. 
Mean Ratings 
B 
High Low 
Smoker :3.?J J.60 3.66 
A 
nonsmoker 2.93 3.00 2.96 
:hJ.3 3.30 
summary 'I'able 
Source SS df MS F p 
- - - - -
A (smoking) 7.34 l 7.34 4.50* < B (soo.1ab111ty) .,01 l .01 .006 > AB (smoking x soc1abil1ty) .16 1 .16 .098 ) 
Error 91.47 56 1.63 
Total 98.98 59 
.os 
.05 
.05 
S? 
TABLE VI • CONTIHUED 
#8. The luna oai1cor death rate la bel1eved to be 3.4 t1mea 
h1e;her tor smokers than for nonsmokers. 
Mean Ratings 
B 
K1gb Low 
Smoker 2.so 2.)) 2.56 
A 
Uonamolcer i.ao 2.lf-6 2.lJ 
2.)0 2.4·0 
SWL1L.f.\ry Table 
Sotu:,g~ n,., dt t.1'" F .. ::n) ..... > 
- - - -
A (noklns;) 2.fll l 2.a1 2.6) 
B (soo1ab111t7) .l.5 l .is .1s 
lu'1 (smoking x aoo1ab111ty) 5.02 l s.02 s.os• Error 55.67 56 .994 
Total 6:3.65 59 
l.>1mple crreota ror A 
#.o:uro~ f)~) df MS F 
- - -
A (smoking) at b1 7.5 l 7.5 1 • .54• A (amoklne;) at b2 .1:3 l .1) .l) 
error 55.67 .56 .994 
S1nplo ~rrects for n 
kiou~! 80 4t MS p 
- - -
n (soo1ab1llt7) at a1 l.6J l 1.6) 1.64 B (aoo1abl11ty) at *2 ).)) l ).33 3.35 Error 55.67 56 .994 
!?. 
) .os 
> .os 
<: .05 
f. 
t. .01 
> .os 
.t 
> .os ) .05 
sa 
TABLE VII 
RESULTS OP ANALYSIS OF V ARI.A.t'iCE ON THE IMPOBTANCS 
OF THE EIGHT TEST STATEMENTS 
11·• It ls a well known faot that nearlJ' all lung oanoer 
patients are cigarette smokers·. 
Mean Bat1ngs 
B 
B1gh Low 
Smoker 2.26 J.06 2.66 
A 
Nonsmoker 2,7) J.20 2.96 
2.50 ).1) 
Source SS dt MS p 
- - - -
A (smoking) 1.,4 l 1.)4 .as 
B (aoo1ab111tJ) 6.01 l 6.01 3.95 
AB (smok1ng x soo1ab111t7) .4J 
.si .4) .28 Error as.20 1.,52 
Total 92.98 59 
p 
-
> .os 
> .os 
> .os 
S9 
TABLE VII • CONTINUED 
12~ Deaths from lung cancer 1n the United States have cl1mbed. 
from 4,ooo 1n 19JS to J6,ooo 1n 1960. 
Mean Hat1ngs 
B 
High Low 
Smoker 3.26 ).46 ).)6 
A 
Nonsmoker 2.ao 3.00 2.90 
).0:3 J.2) 
summary Table 
source SS dt MS F p 
- - - - -
A (smoking) 3.21 1 3.27 1.96 > .os 
B (soo1ab111t7) .60 1 .60 .36 > .. 05 AH (smoking x soo1ab111ty) o.o 1 o.o 
-Error 93.04 56 1.66 Total 96,9 59 
60 
TABLE VII • CONTIHUED 
13. It is telt that death rates rise progressively with 1n-
oreae1ng number ot cigarettes smoked per ~. 
Mean Ratings 
B 
High Low 
Smoker 2.40 3.00 2.70 
A 
Nonsmoker 2.20 2.so 2.50 
2.30 2.90 
Source SS df MS F 
- - - -
A (amoking) .60 1 .60 .32 
B (soc1ab111ty) s.4o l s.4o 2.90 
AB (smoking x soc1ab1llty) o.o l o.o 
-Error 104.4 56 1.86 
Total 110.4 59 
!:. 
> .os 
> .os 
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TABLE VII • CONTINUED 
/14., It is telt that the person who smokes over 20 o1garettes 
per day 1s more susceptible to lung diseases than those 
who do not smoke or smoke very 11 ttle. 
Mean Bat1ngs 
B 
High Low 
smoker 2.SJ 3.20 2.86 
A 
Nonsmoker 2.26 2.93 2.60 
2.40 3.06 
summ&rJ' Table 
Source SS dt MS F p 
- -· - - -
A (smoking) 1.07 1 1.07 .?4 > .os 
B (soc1ab1l1tJ) 6.67 l 6.67 4.66• '-. .05 
AB (smoking x soolab111t7) o.,o l o-.o 
-Error ao.oo 56 l.4J 
Total 87.74 59 
TABLE VII - CONTINUED 
#S. The rate ot death for coronary artery d1sease is 70$ 
high.er tor smokers than tor nonsmokers. 
Mean Ratings 
B 
High Low 
Smoker 2.93 2.66 2.70 
A 
.Nonsmoker 2.46 3.00 2.73 
2.60 2.8) 
SunmaarJ Table 
Source SS df MS ! 
- - -
A (smoking) .01 l .01 .0'.>6 
B (soo1ab111ty) .81 1 .a1 .529 
AB (smoking x soo1ab111ty) l.36 l 1.:36 .aaa 
Error 86.oo 56 1.53 
Tota.1 88.18 59 
p 
-) 
.05 
> • o.s } .os 
6) 
TABLE VII - CONTINUED 
#6+ It is known that people who smoke also suffer more physical 
complaints than nonsmokers. Such complaints as coughing. 
shortness or breath and loss ot appet1te are common among 
limolte:its • 
Mean Ratings 
B 
H1gh Low 
smoker 3.00 ).13 3.06 
A 
Nonsmoker 2.26 2.80 2.5.; 
2.63 2.96 
Source S3 ~ !!!! p l! 
- -
A (smoking) 4.26 1 4.26 2.67 > .os 
B (soc1ab1l1t7) 1 .. 66 l 1.66 1.04 > .os AB (smoking x soo1ab1l1t7) .61 l .61 .)8) > .os Error 89.07 56 1.59 
Total 95.60 59 
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TABLE VII - C011TINU3D 
#7. The datruage throueh the lnhalatlon or cigarette sooke 
1s bsl1eved to be 1rrevars1ble. 
A 
Nonsmoker 
§..o;grce 
A (smoklng) 
B (soo1.ab1l1ty) 
Kean Ratings 
B 
-
Low 
2.66 2.60 
2.40 ,.oo 
2.eo 
S'\ll'lmla.1'J' Table 
83 
-
.01 
1.07 
AB (smok1ns x soo1ab111tJ') l.66 
106 • .54 Error 
Total 109.34 
4t 1'!! l. 
1 .01 .0)6 
l 1.07 .563 
l l.66 .073 
56 1.90 
59 
f. 
> .os ) .os 
> .os 
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TA.BL~ VII .. COi~INUED 
f.B. The lu.~g cancer d&ath rate 1s b~l1~ved to be ).4 t1mfts 
higher for smokers than nonsmokers. 
Mean rut.tings 
13 
Hltr.b Low 
Smoker 2.80 ).20 3.00 
A 
nonsmoker 2 • .5) 2.73 2.6J 
2.66 2.96 
SUJm1UU7 Table 
Source SS !!!. MS P' 
- - -
A (smoking) 2.01 l 2.01 1.01 
B (soc1a'b1l1ty) l.J•~ l l.J4 .673 
AB (smoktns x soo1ab1llt1) .16 l .16 .oa 
grror lll.47 56 l.99 
Total 111~.96 59 
p 
-
> .os 
> .os > .os 
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APPEMDIX A 
Product Usage Questionnaire 
Name Telephone Number 
-~----~-~ 
Beiow you will find a series of questions dealing with different products 
that you may use. Please read each question and answer it if it applies to you. 
Your truthfulness will help to give valid results. 
Sex: Male Female 
---
I. (a) Do you chew gum? Yes No 
(b) What brand or brands do you usually chew? 
(c) About how many sticks do you chew each week? 
(d) Why do you chew gum? 
-~----- ------·--------------------------
II. (a) Do you eat candy? Yes No 
(b) Do you eat: Hard 
(c) What kind? 
(d) What is its brand name? 
(e) Why do you eat candy? 
---
Soft Both 
--
III. (a) Do you smoke cigarettes? 
(b) What brand do you smoke? 
Yes No 
IV. 
(c) Filer Non-filter Menthol 
---- -----
(d) About how many cigarettes do you smoke each day? 
(e) About how long have you been smoking? 
(f) Why do you smoke? ------------------------
(a) Do you use an: electric razor or safety razor 
(b) What is its' brand narre? 
(c) If you use a safety razor, what kinds of blades do you use? 
Double edge _____ Single edge Injector 
(d) Are they: stainless steel other 
-
- 2 -
v. (a) Do you use cologne? Yes No 
-- --
(b) What is its brand name? 
(c) Why do you use a cologne?---------------------
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APPENDIX B 
Answer Sheet for Judges• Class1f1oa-
t1ons or Illuatrat1on Responses 
Name Telephone Number ~~~~~~~--
Here are a series of 10 illustrations. Each one represents a different 
situation. Please examine each illustration carefully and then read over the 
statements included with the illustrations. These statements are intended to 
be possible responses by the.person or persons involved in the situation. 
Your instructions are to classify each verbal response on the illustration 
with respect to the following definitions: 
1. Changing the behavior: The response implies that the person has decided to 
reverse his original behavior. For example, a person who bites his nails 
changes or reverses his behavior by stopping his nail-biting. 
2. Seeking approval: The response implies that the person has sought information 
of any kind that will support or lend approval to his feelings. For example, 
a man may hold the opinion that the war in Viet Nam is worthwhile. I.f a 
soldier suggests that the war is not worthwhile, the man says that the soldier 
is wrong because a recent studv showed that 85% of the population felt it was 
worthwhile. 
3. Decreasing the importance: The response implies that the person decreases 
the importaiiCe of opinions or beliefs producing a feeling of disharmony. 
For example, an individual who smokes and reads an article purporting to 
show a relationship between lung cancer and smoking may reduce this feeling 
of disharmony by saying that this information does not apply to him because 
he is a light smoker. 
Please record the number of the definition which belongs with the listed response. 
Illustration #1 
Response 
a 
b 
c 
Illustration #2 
Response 
a 
b 
c 
Illustration #3 
Response 
a 
b 
c 
Definition number 
. 
Definition number 
Definition number 
Illustration #4 
a 
'b 
,!llustration I.~°5 
Response 
a 
b 
c 
Illus tr at ion #6 
Respense 
a 
b 
c 
illustration #7 
Response 
a 
b 
c 
illustration #8 
Response 
a 
b 
c 
Illustration #9 
Response 
a 
b 
c 
Illustration #lO 
Response 
a 
b 
c 
- 2 -
Definition nu.!J.£1§!!. 
Definitj_~n number 
Definition number 
Defin1ti8n number 
Definiti•n number 
Definition number 
Definiti•1'l number 
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APPillHJIX C 
Illuatrat1on Response Answer Sheet 
71 
Here are ten illustrations showing different situations. Please 
examine each illustration and then read the accompanying res-
ponses. 1l'hen choose the response (a, b, or c) that you feel is 
appropriate to the situation and then mark it in the space pro-
vided on this sheet. If you find that none of the three state-
ments is appropriate, then you may write your own alternative in 
the space provided. There are no correct or incorrect answers. 
Be sure to examine the illustrations in the order that they were 
presented to you. 
Illustration #1: Response: 
Alternative: 
Illustration #2: Response: 
Alternative: 
Illustration #J.: Response: 
Alterna.tivo: 
Illustration #4: Response: 
Alternative: 
Illustration #2: Response: 
Alternative: 
Illustration #§.: Response: 
Alternative: 
Illustration #Z: Hesponse: 
Alternative: 
Illustration #8: Response: 
Alternative: 
Illustration #2.: Response: 
Alternative: 
Illustration #10: Response: 
Alternative: 
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APPENDIX D 
Questionnaire on the VnJ.1d1ty 
of the E1ght Test statements 
73 
Part I 
Here are ten statements. dome of them are true and some of 
them are false. Please read each statement and choose the ap-
propriate box on the scale which best fits how true or false you 
feel the statement is. 
1. It is a well known fact that nearly all lung cancer patients 
are cigarette smokers. 
absolutely 
true 
probably 
true 
partially 
true 
partially 
false 
probably 
false 
absolutely 
false 
2. Deaths from lung cancer in the United States have climbed from 
4,ooo in 1935 to J6,ooo in 1960. 
absolutely 
true 
probably 
true 
partially 
true 
partially 
false 
probably 
false 
absolutely 
false 
c_·_ ~~·~' ~~~~~---J 
J. It is felt that death rates rise progressively with in-
creasing number of cigarettes smoked perday. 
absolutely 
true 
probably 
true 
partially 
true 
partially probably 
false false 
absolutely 
false 
4. It is felt that the person who smokes over 20 cigarettes per 
day is more susceptible to lung diseases than those who do not 
smoke or smoke very little. 
absolutely 
true 
probably 
true 
partially 
true 
partially 
false 
probably 
false 
absolutely 
false 
5. The rate of death for coronary artery disease is 70% higher 
for smokers than for nonsmokers. 
absolutely 
true 
probably 
true 
partially 
true 
partially 
false 
probably 
false 
absolutely 
false 
6. It is known that people who smoke also suffer more physical 
complaints than nonsmokers. Such complaints as coughing, short-
ness of breath and loss of appetite are common among smokers. 
absolutely probably partially 
true true true [ 
partially probably 
false false 
absolutely 
false 
J 
7. The damage done through the inhalation of cigarette smoke is 
believed to be irreversible. 
absolutely probably partially partially probably absolutely 
true true true false false false 
I 
8. The lung cancer death rate is believed to be J.4 times higher 
for smokers than nonsmokers. 
absolutely probably partially partially probably absolutely 
true true true false false false 
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Qu&st1onna1re on tho ImportAnne 
of the i~1ght 'l'est 'Statements 
'IS 
Part II 
Let us assume that all the items are true. Now rate the 
items with respect to their importance to you. That is, the 
influence that these statements may have on you. 
1. It ls a well known fact that nearly all lung cancer patients 
are cigarette smokers. 
extremely very moderately moderately very extremely 
im ortant important im ortant unim ortant unim ortant unim ortant 
2. Deaths from lung cancer in the United States have climbed from 
4,000 in 1935 to 36,000 in 1960. 
extremely 
important 
I 
very moderately moderately very extremely 
important important unim ortant unimportant unim ortant 
3. It is felt that death rates rise pro~ressively with in-
creasing number of cigarettes smoked per day. 
extremely very moderately moderately very 
im ortant im ortant im ortant unimportant unim ortant 
extremely 
unim ortant 
..______, ___ _L_-1-----~--'--___, 
4. It is felt that the person who smokes over 29 cigarettes per 
day is more susceptible to lung dis8asesthan those who do not 
smoke or smoke very little. 
extremely 
im ortant 
very moderately moderately very extremely 
im ortant im ortant unim ortant unim ortant unim ortant 
L~~L--~--L--~---i-~~ 
.5. The rate of death for coronary artery disease is 70/o higher 
for smokers than for nonsmokers. 
extremely very moderately moderately very extremely 
important im ortant im ortant unim ortant unim ortant unim ortant 
6. It is known that people who smoke also suffer more physical 
complaints than nonsmokers. Such complaints as coughing, short-
ness of breath and loss of appetite are common among smokers. 
extremely very moderately moderately very extremely 
important im:ortant important unimEortant unimEortant unimEortant 
r I -~= I I l I I 
7. The damage done through the inhalation of cigarette smoke is 
believed to be irreversible. 
extremely very moderately moderately very extremely 
imEortant illll'_ortant important unimEortant unimEortant unim~ortant I . I --, I I I I 
8. The lung cancer death rate is believed to be J.4 times higher 
for smokers than nonsmokers. 
extremely very moderately moderately very extremely 
important im ortant im ortant unim ortant unimportant unim ortant 
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AF:PhHDIX F 
Illustl'&t1ons 
Illustration #1 
77 
What is the patient saying? 
(a) Well, looks like I will have to stop smoking. 
(b) This probably isn't cancer since I am a light 
smoker, 
(o) I am not too worried. The articles in news-
papers that I have read say that lung cancer and 
smoking haven't been positively linked to each 
other. 
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CANCER EATHS 
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Illustration #2 What is this man thinking? 
(a) That is for people who are older and who have 
smoked longer. 
(b) I better cut down on my smoking. Maybe I 
should even stop. 
(c) That graph 1s meaningless. I ~ve seen others 
in magazines that show the death rate to be 
much less. 
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My camera is much bat tar, an:J 
it was cheaper than yo11rs. 
Illustration #J 
What is the new purchaser probably thinking? 
(a) He is no expert. How does ho know his is better. 
(b) Maybe I'll turn mine in and get a cheaper camera. 
(c) His may have been cheaper, but I have seen picutres taken 
by my camera and they are pretty good, 
Illustration #4 
Do 
You. really shouldn't have 
paid so ITlUCh for a car with such a 
low horsepower motor ••• 
What is the purchaser saying? 
(a) What does he know. Besides, having a power-
ful motor isn't everything. 
(b) I thought about that but the brochures and 
advertisements I have read say it doesn't mat-
ter since it 1s a small car. 
(c) I guess he is right. I'll sell 1t right away. 
Illustration # 5 
81 
.,Pl/. 
What is the holder of the pack of cigarettes thinking? 
(a) This is my last carton (pack). Cigarettes are 
getting too expensive. 
(b) This shouldn't hurt me. I read somewhere that 
the warning is meant only to scare us. 
(c) That warning doesn't apply since I only smoke 
one pack a week. 
niustrat1on #6 What is this boy saying? 
(a) What harm is there in it? I only smoke a pack 
a week. (b) Don't worry, I'll stop. Besides, the first one 
I had made me get sick. 
(c) All the guys smoke, why can't I~ 
~llustrat1on # 7 
8J 
Aw, Come on ••• Svoryboly 
known thero a:re no such thinr~s 
as Flyin~ Sauc~rsl 
... ,;-- .J-" • • 
,...., ,, . . . ,...,-.,,...__.. . . .. . 
··Ji . · ,p , I!/ •.. · .....- • _ 
rJ -,,µ:. 
// 
l\rjf ~ 
I, ••v'\/>.- - . 
What ls the believer saying? 
(a) Everybody says that because they haven't seen 
them. (b) Yeah. I guess you are right. (c) But I have seen them and also pictures and 
articles about them. 
-. 
E4 
1ou should have put out a little extra money 
for the other color set. This is really a 
lemon. Your .repair bills will equal what you 
would have paid for the higher-priced setl 
~ 
I 
• # 
' 
~ 
Illustration #8 
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JOE'S 
RADIO-TV REPAI~ 
What is the owner thinking? 
(a) 
(b) 
(c) 
The repairman is crazy. All the information 
I have been able to dig up on color television 
sets say that they all need periodic adjustments 
or repairs. 
Maybe he is right. I guess I should try to turn 
it in and get the other one before 1t is too late. 
What does he know. He is only used to fixing the 
black and white televisions. He has no experience. 
PERSONNEL 
~TERVIEW/NG 
' 
Illustration #9 
85 
~hat is the employee saying? 
(a) Yes, but I am trying to stop. 
NO 
SMOKING 
• 
·-/#///#~// 
y' 
(b) Yes, but I have found that, through talking 
with people in similar jobs, smoking will not 
adversely affect the workers' performance. 
(c) Yes, but I only smoke a few cigarettes per day. 
Illustration #10 
86 
What is the boy thinking? 
(a) 
(b) 
(c) 
That seems like an r:niful lot of 11' junk" to in-
hale. But that must be for people who only 
smoke non-filter ciGarettes. It is not that bad 
for me since I smoke filter cigarettes. 
With all the cigarettes I have smoked, the amount 
of tar and nicotine has probably been building up. 
I guess I should cut back or even stop smoking. 
Those figures are so inflated. There must have 
been at least 3 research studies performed, and 
all of them eave different amounts of tar and 
nicotine delivery. 
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